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Abstract 
This study aimed to analyze teachers’ and students’ opinions on didactic communication, for optimizing this process. The 
investigation question was: are there any disputes between teachers and students about the message transmission/reception in 
didactic communication? The answer is yes, there is a dispute about the communication process in formal school: teachers see 
the factors influencing communication as related to students’ preparation and students, to the teacher's personality; the dominant 
language is verbal for teachers and nonverbal for students, etc. Didactic communication can be optimized if the disputes of the 
stakeholders in education will be brought to a common denominator.  
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1. Introduction 
Communication continues to be a hot topic in many areas, with an impressive series of sociological studies, 
pedagogical, psychological, linguistic, etc. were dedicated to it. From a practical standpoint, our investigation 
stopped mainly focused on didactic communication, given its characteristics (Pâniúoară, 2006). Didactic 
communication is the specific shape taken by teaching of educational communication, being a specialized type of 
inter-human communication (Petrovici, 2012). As any form of communication, it is a complex, dynamic and 
interactive process in which a message is conveyed with the goal of improving the receivers’ levels of knowledge in 
certain fields of science.  
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Recent studies mainly deal with communication through technology (Sølvberg, Rismark & Haaland, 2009; 
Buabeng-Andoh, 2012; Mulhim, 2014), a nowadays’ issue, given that today's society, in all areas of work, depends 
on the use computers. Education actors are yet in direct interaction, they communicate face-to-face only. Student-
student and student-teachers conflicts are increasing, requiring special attention both at macro and micro level 
(Jigău, Liiceanu & Preoteasa, 2006). At the micro level, didactic communication is a complex phenomenon that 
cannot be treated exhaustively in a few pages. However, certain aspects are obvious, such as factors influencing 
communication, barriers or obstacles in communication, language use in communication. Other research on this 
topic highlighted several factors that influence didactic communication, seen as the communication process that 
takes place between the teacher and the students during regular classes: the structure of the didactic message, 
students’ knowledge, attitude, teaching context (Petrovici, 2012). 
2. Purpose of study 
This study aims to analyze teachers’ and students’ opinions about the transmission and reception of a message in 
didactic communication in view of optimizing the communication process. The present investigation started from 
the following research questions: are there differences between teachers and students as concerning message 
transmission and reception in class communication?; which are these differences? are communication barriers in 
teaching accentuated by teachers’ and students’ different opinions on class communication? may these differences 
distort the transmission and reception of a message in class communication?
3. Methods 
The study was conducted in March-April 2013. The instruments used were the Questionnaire of opinions on 
class communication, for  teachers,  2.  Questionnaire of opinions on class communication, for students, especially 
designed for this research. The questionnaires were distributed to 110 teachers and 150 students and there were 
returned with complete responses 92 questionnaires from teachers and 127 from students.
The two questionnaires were built in "mirror", the items being adapted for each category of respondents. The 
questionnaires included 35 items: 5 items on factual data (for teachers: gender, age, professional degree, experience, 
specialty, and for students: gender, class, grade point average, urban / rural residence, material conditions, type of 
family). The rest of 30 items aimed at teachers’ / students’ views on different aspects of didactic communication. 
The first four, with open answers, regarded factors affecting communication (for example: "I could be understood 
better if ...", "I can express my point of view when ..."); another 7 items with multiple choice answers asked for 
expressing opinions on languages that dominate communication (e.g., "When I say something, I prefer: a) to have an 
adequate tone, b) to express myself clearly, c) to make gestures with my hands" // "When someone tells me 
something, I prefer him to: a) have an adequate tone; b) express himself clearly; c) gesticulate"; "When I talk to the 
student / teacher, I: a) smile, b) choose words carefully, c) emphasize what is most important" // "When a 
teacher/student talks to me, I would like him to: a) smile; b) to choose his words carefully; c) to emphasize what is 
important "); another 6 items with open answers concerned the obstacles in communication (for example, "students 
do  not  pay  attention  in  class  because  ..."  //  "I  prefer  not  to  pay  attention  in  class  because  ...",  "When  I  teach,  it  
bothers me the most when... "//" When the teachers teach us, it bothers me the most when...”, etc.). The next 10 
items, with multiple choice answers, regarded the attitude between transmitter and receiver during communication 
(from both aspects) (e.g., as transmitter - "the student’s position when answering is: a) with his hands in his pockets, 
head  thrown  back;  b)  sitting  on  chair  with  hands  crossed  over  the  chest;  c)  standing,  with  hands  gesturing  
normally"//"The most common position for teaching is: a) standing, writing on the blackboard; b) walking around 
the class, with hands behind his back; c) leaning, with his hands crossed over his chest "; as receiver - "while I am 
teaching, students in the class are: a) leaning back in their chairs; b) always turning to other colleagues; c) changing 
their position, bored "//"When I answer, the teacher is: a) standing, carefully listening to us; b) sitting in a chair, 
looking to the other direction; c) sitting in a chair, watching us straight"; "When a student does not respond 
correctly,  I:  a)  ask  another  colleague  to  answer;  b)  get  angry;  c)  scold  him,  give  him  advice"//"When  we  do  not  
answer correctly, the teacher: a) asks another colleague to answer; b) gets angry, yells at us; c) scolds us, give us 
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advice", etc.); the last 3 items with open answers were asking for solutions / recommendations for effective 
communication (for example: "to improve communication, I propose ..."). 
The sample of the study was made out of 92 teachers and 127 secondary school students, from Neamt and Braúov 
counties. The structure of the teacher sample was 28 males (30.43%), 64 females (69.57%); 16 with the definitive 
teaching degree (17.39%), 53 with the second teaching degree (57.61%), 23 with the first teaching degree (25%). As 
concerning the teachers’ age, 19 were 25-35 years old (20.65%), 48 aged between 35 and 45 (52.17%), and 25 of 
45-55 years old (27.18%). They were chosen from all subject matters: 21 Mathematics teachers (22.82%), 32 
Romanian language and literature teachers (34.79%), 8 History teachers (8.69%) 11 Geography teachers (11.96%), 
4 Biology teachers (4 35%), 7 English language teachers (7.61%), 6 French language teachers (6.52%), 3 Physical 
education and sports teachers 3 (3.26%). Regarding their experience, 38 teachers had from 2-10 years of experience 
(41.30%); 41 had 11-20 (44.57%), and 13 had 21-30 years of experience (14.13%). 
The sample of students was made out of 73 female (57.48%) and 54 male (42.52%) students; they were 27 
(21.26%) from the fifth grade, 51 (40.16%) from the sixth grade, 28 (22.05%) from the seventh grade, and 21 
(16.53%) from the eighth grade. Their area of residence was urban for 84 (66.14%) and rural for 43 (33.86%). As 
concerning their material conditions, they were for poor 11 (8.66%), good 86 (67.72%) and very good 30 (23.62%). 
Twenty-three students (18.11%) had only one parent and the rest, 104 (81.89%), had a nuclear family. 
4. Findings and results 
The qualitative analysis of the teachers’ and students’ answers showed that the topics addressed to by both 
categories could be grouped into 14 categories of factors. For example, in the “interlocutors’ good mood” category 
we included answers like “to tell a joke from time to time”, “when I see him nervous, it seems as if I forget 
everything I learned”, “a smile encourages to come to the blackboard”; in the “ability to relate to the others” 
category we included answers such as: “it matters how he says something”, “he patronizes us”, “we are addressed as 
if he gives orders”, etc. The frequency of topics addressed to in the answers is summarized in tab. 1. 
Table 1. Teachers’ / students’ opinions on factors influencing communication. 
Teachers (N = 92) Students (N = 127) 
frequency percent Factors influencing communication frequency percent 
13 14,13 Interlocutors’ good mood 102 80,31 
4 4,38 Ability to relate 98 77,16 
9 9,78 Transmitter / receiver dynamics 81 63,78 
- 0 Spatial closeness 46 36,22 
- 0       Prejudices and stereotypes 53 41,73 
6 6,52 The feeling of “ongoing evaluation” 73 57,48 
79 85,87 Representations on task and context 11 8,66 
71 77,17 Low-level of decoding - 0
52 56,52 Interlocutors’ repertories 24 18,89 
84 91,30 Level of knowledge / information 3 2,36 
13 14,13 Formal context 39 30,70 
74 80,43 Students' attitude towards learning - 0
55 59,78 Size of students’ group 17 13,38 
31 33,69 Placing school furniture 26 20,47 
Teachers’ opinions record high percentages in the categories of factors that relate to students’ preparation: 
91.30% on the level of knowledge (“I would be better understood if students learned the lesson”; “I would be better 
understood if students read the recommended bibliography”, “I would be better understood if students studied more 
"), 85.87% on the perception of the homework received (“most students do not do their homework”; “students do 
not like it whenever they get more homework”), 77.17% on the low level of decoding the messages received 
(“because  of  the  low level  of  training,  students  do  not  understand what  I  mean”,  “students  do  not  know the  basic  
meaning of words”, “I often feel I am speaking a foreign language for them”) and 80.43% on the student’ attitude 
towards learning. Students’ opinions concern personality factors, high percentages being assigned to the dynamics 
677 Ramona Henter et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  187 ( 2015 )  674 – 678 
of communication (63.78%), interlocutors’ good-mood (80.31%), continuous assessment (57.48%), spatial 
proximity (36, 22), teachers’ prejudices and stereotypes (41.73%) and the ability to relate to the others (77.16%). 
After processing the results for the seven items centered on languages that dominate communication, it can be 
seen that teachers focus on verbal language (there pay more attention to the way they make statements, value the 
clarity of message formulation, correct students’ errors of wording, are concerned with teaching speech, etc.), 
whereas students focus on the nonverbal language (the teacher’s posture, the way they are approached, the tone, the 
dynamics of the movements, the expressivity of the face, etc.). 
Table 2. Teachers’ / students’ opinions on languages that dominate communication. 
Teachers (N = 92) Students (N = 127) 
frequency percent Languages that dominate the 
communication
frequency percent 
64 69,57 Verbal language 11  8,66 
  8   8,69 Non-verbal language 91 71,65 
20 21,74 Para-verbal language 25 19,69 
As concerning the categories of obstacles that arise in teacher-student communication and their assigned level, 
the results show that the views of the interviewees are different (tab. 3). On the first place, 85.87% of teachers place 
the lack of silence, they being frequently disturbed by students who talk incessantly and loud. Contrary to teachers, 
students (79.52%) rank first the fact that they are considered only receptors, which are not involved in 
communication, they are not listened to when expressing their ideas. 
Table 3. Teachers’ / students’ opinions on the obstacles in communication. 
Teachers (N = 92) Students (N = 127) 
frequency percent level Level of obstacles in communication level frequency percent 
79 85,87 1 Lack of silence Considered only   receptors 1 103 81,10 
72 78,26 2 Lack of attention Indifference 2 101 79,52 
61 66,30 3 Passivity Force  3 97 76,37 
60 65,21 4 Non-accomplishment 
of tasks 
Raising the tone 4 82 64,56 
57 61,95 5 Low level of 
knowledge  
Subjectivity  5 74 58,26 
48 52,17 6 Fatigue Humiliation 6 68 53,54 
36 39,13 7 Poor vocabulary Inhibitory attitudes 7 41 32,28 
29 31,52 8 Lies Not accepting corrections 8 27 21,25 
28 30,43 9 Lack of respect Rejection 9 12 9,44 
While teachers want a quiet classroom, which listens and achieves the tasks, students wish a partnership in 
communication where they are able to express their personality. 
The analysis of items relating to the attitude expressed during communication by the transmitter and the receiver 
(in both positions), the results reveal conflicting views: teachers consider that they adopt encouraging attitudes, 
while students say that teachers adopt inhibitory attitudes;  for an effective communication, teachers prefer 
distancing themselves in space (often positioning themselves beyond the teacher’s desk) whereas students prefer 
spatial proximity (they like teachers who walk among their desks); teachers are focused on capturing attention, 
unlike students who want to be given attention. A special place is occupied students’ views on professional attitudes, 
which are based on mutual respect and assertive communication (options for patience, understanding, empathy, 
calm), unlike teachers who agrees to attitudes of politeness in a proportion of 88,04%. 
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Table 4. Teachers’ / students’ opinions on the transmitter’s / receiver’s attitude during communication  
Teachers (N = 92) Students (N = 127) 
frequency percent Attitude during communication T/R frequency percent 
Inhibitory attitudes 113 88,97 
87 94,56 Encouraging attitudes 
Spatial proximity 102 80,31 
79 85,86 Spatial distancing 
Mutual granting of attention 97 76,38 
66 71,73 Capturing attention 
Professional attitudes 104 81,88 
81 88,04 Attitudes of politeness 
Disputes between teachers and students are also manifested in providing solutions / recommendations for 
effective communication: teachers propose a closer partnership between home and school, psychological counseling 
for students. Unlike teachers, in view of improving didactic communication, students think it could be achieve from 
a partnership in communication, learning communication techniques and a professional approach to teacher-student 
relationship. 
5. Conclusions and recommendations 
The results show that there are disputes between teachers and pupils. They disagree on the communication 
process conducted in the context of formal school: the factors influencing communication are seen by the teachers as 
related to students’ preparation and by the students, as related to the teacher's personality; the dominant language is 
the verbal one for teachers, whereas for students, it is the nonverbal one, etc. Teacher – student disputes regarding 
the communication process emphasize the communication barriers and distortions of the transmission and reception 
of a message in class communication. In conclusion, the process of communication in the context of teaching can be 
optimized if the disputes of the stakeholders in education will be brought to a common denominator. This will be the 
subject of future investigations. 
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